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E-24

E.5 WRITTEN COMMENTS AND NNSA RESPONSES

All comments submitted in writing to NNSA via the U.S. mail, e-mail, and fax during the public
comment period are reproduced in this section.  This section provides a side-by-side display of
the written comments received (full-text reproductions) and NNSA’s responses.  Individual
comments are numbered in the margins of the comment letters, and NNSA responses to each of
the numbered comments are provided on the right side of each page.
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Commentor No. 1:  Pueblo De San Ildefonso, 
John Gonzales, Governor

Response to Commentor No. 1

1-1 1-1: The NNSA notes the Governor’s disappointment and concerns regarding
the CMRR EIS.  Given that the referenced Environmental Health Protection
Project Plan was submitted to the NNSA Los Alamos Site Office on
April 17, 2003, NNSA was not able to consider this document in the
preparation of the Draft EIS.  The Draft EIS document was already being
printed on that date. The Plan remains under separate review at this time.
NNSA fully considers the implementation of measures protective of the
human health and environmental well being of all LANL neighbors in its
undertakings.
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Commentor No. 1:  Pueblo De San Ildefonso, 
John Gonzales, Governor (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1

1-2

1-3

1-4

1-2: The use of the same amounts of emissions, effluents, and other
environmental effects as were projected for the existing CMR Building
under the Expanded Operations Alternative analyzed in the LANL SWEIS
is intended to be bounding for potential impacts of a new CMRR Facility.
The actual CMRR Facility would be expected to have lower levels of
emissions, effluents and other environmental effects due to more modern,
technologically advanced design features and equipment not present at the
existing CMR Building.

1-3: The CMRR EIS was prepared in compliance with NEPA and
implementation regulations adopted by the Council on Environmental
Quality and the DOE.  The CMRR EIS uses standard human health risk
assessment methodology approved by the Environmental Protection
Agency; it also makes use of the most up to date computer modeling
programs.  The type of predictive analyses needed to assess human health
risks potentially associated with operating a new future facility are not the
same as those that would likely be germane to genetic medicine and
emergency preparedness, or the establishment of early diagnostic measures
for community health care.  The commentor’s stated beliefs regarding how
the NEPA analyses should be performed are noted; the NNSA will consider
this issue related to future NEPA analyses after the Los Alamos Site Office
staff has sufficiently reviewed the referenced Environmental Health Plan.

1-4: NNSA notes the commentor’s concern that the consolidation of Security
Category I operations at TA-55 would result in disparate impacts on
minorities.  Regardless of the number, size, level, or type of operations
performed at facilities located within LANL’s TA-55 or elsewhere at
LANL, the effluent that would be collected, treated and discharged from
the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) must meet
stringent discharge parameters before it is released into the environment.
Therefore, significant quantities of pollution would not be released to
Mortandad Canyon, which drains onto San Ildefonso property.  The
existence  of multiple Security Category I nuclear facilities at the head of
Mortandad Canyon would not affect the quality of the discharge of treated
water from the RLWTF.  No matter where facilities were to be placed
within LANL, all liquid radioactive liquid wastes would likely be directed
either via pipeline or by truck transport to the RLWTF.  Aggregate risk of
operating multiple facilities at LANL was the focus point of the LANL
SWEIS analyses.  This programmatic analysis will be reviewed and
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Commentor No. 1:  Pueblo De San Ildefonso, 
John Gonzales, Governor (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1

1-4
(Cont’d)

1-5

1-6

1-7

1-8

1-9

1-10

potential impacts associated with new or changed activities or operations,
changes to the site, and new or decommissioned buildings and facilities will
be considered for any cumulative changes to environmental impacts at
LANL in 2004, and again in 2009.  If the CMRR Facility and the MPF are
approved for siting at LANL, impacts from these projects will be subject
to this review.

1-5: The NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the potential risks
from natural or man-made disasters that could result from consolidating
Security Category I nuclear operations at one LANL area, and shares this
concern.   This risk would be a  key consideration  in the design and
construction of new facilities and their associated  security measures, if
these proposals are approved for TA-55 at LANL.

1-6: The NNSA would like to clarify that all four action alternatives would
generate radioactive liquid wastes that would be transported to the TA-50
RLWTF, which releases its treated effluent into Mortandad Canyon.
Present and future discharges to the Canyon from TA-50 must meet
stringent discharge parameters, and would pose small radiological risks to
adjacent property.

1-7: The referenced Figure 2-2 shows the approximate area at TA-55 available
for siting the CMRR Facility.  It is not intended to show a change in the
TA boundary onto the opposite side of Pajarito Road or relocation of the
road.

1-8: The issue of radioactive waste being placed at Area G within LANL’s
TA-54 waste management facility, which is located adjacent and upwind
and upstream from the San Ildefonso Sacred Area, is noted by NNSA as
requested.

1-9: Lessons Learned from past CMR Building activities and operations are
being used in the preliminary CMRR Facility planning and would be used
in the detailed design if NNSA decides on an action alternative for the
project.  As the Facility designs were developed, formal reviews and
conduct of value engineering studies required by DOE Order 413.3 would
be conducted to ensure implementation of current standards and codes, as
well as the inclusion of best practices proven through operational
experience. The preliminary CMRR Facility plan for the separation of
administrative office space from Hazard Category II and III laboratory
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Commentor No. 1:  Pueblo De San Ildefonso, 
John Gonzales, Governor (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1

1-11

1-12

1-13

1-12
(Cont’d)

1-10
(Cont’d)

1-14

1-15

1-16

spaces is an example of lessons learned.  The existing CMR Building
combines these two functions and past experience indicate that this is not
an optimum arrangement.  As Chapter 3 addresses the existing
environment, which includes past site events and accidents, no changes
have been made to the text.

1-10: “Appropriate action” in the case of the unexpected discovery of cultural
resources during site construction work would include assessing the nature
of the discovery, contacting the apparent appropriate parties for
consultation (the State Historic Preservation Officer and the group of
individuals likely affiliated with the resource), making decisions about site
data recovery, removal of the artifact or feature, or shifting of the
construction around the feature, and other similar and associated activities.
Traditional cultural properties at LANL could be affiliated with local
pueblos, nearby tribes or Spanish, Mexican or U.S. settlers and
homesteaders. Because the appropriate action required would be dependent
upon the exact nature of the traditional cultural property discovered, exact
language regarding what might constitute appropriate action has not been
added to the CMRR EIS.

1-11: The objective of the accident analysis was to bound the consequences of
severe accidents at the CMRR Facility whatever the cause.  Terrorist
attacks or extreme accidents at the CMRR Facility could directly affect the
CMRR Facility itself, while leaving other facilities at LANL relatively
undamaged.  Other potential causes, such as earthquakes, could damage a
widespread area throughout the Los Alamos area, including LANL.
Section 5.2.11 and Appendix D of the LANL SWEIS provide an analysis of
accidents involving multiple key facilities including those within TA-55.
This CMRR EIS focuses on the environmental impacts that could result
from implementation of the Alternatives described in Section 2.5.

1-12: Section 4.8 of the CMRR EIS provides an estimate of the aggregate
(cumulative) impacts from present actions and reasonably foreseeable
future actions at LANL.  Aggregation of nuclear facilities at TA-55 would
not exacerbate the potential pollution of land surrounding LANL because
disposition paths for any specific type of waste generated at LANL is
independent of the generation point.  Although the risk of latent cancer
fatalities is not the only radiological risk that could result from CMRR
Facility activities, it is the largest and most serious radiological risk.  While
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1-17

Commentor No. 1:  Pueblo De San Ildefonso, 
John Gonzales, Governor (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1

1-11
(Cont’d)

1-11
(Cont’d)

1-18

1-19

zero radiological risk and pollution would not be an attainable goal, the
radiological risks and pollution (discussed in Chapter 4) that could result
from implementation of the action alternatives would be small.

1-13: NNSA notes the commentor’s concern about effluent releases to
Mortandad Canyon.  Under each of the alternatives, radioactive liquid
waste would be treated at the RLWTF.  Resulting effluent from the
RLWTF would meet stringent discharge parameters prior to discharge in
Mortandad Canyon.  (See the Response 1-4.)

1-14: The NNSA notes that Pueblo de San Ildefonso considers the Greenfield
Alternative to be less likely to negatively affect Tribal land.

1-15: The probability of sabotage occurring at TA-55 is small.  Safeguards and
security protective measures and programs would be taken to protect the
CMRR Facility.  Locating the CMRR Facility at TA-55 would enhance its
overall security posture.  Sabotage, as an initiating event for an accident,
was not analyzed in the CMRR EIS; consequences of such an event would
be very similar to the bounding accidents provided in the CMRR EIS.
However, sabotage as an accident scenario initiator meets the requirements
for serious consideration by the safeguards and security program and the
facilities’ protective measures would include redundant features to
minimize the possibility of such an event.

1-16: With regard to air shed effects, all four action alternatives considered would
result in small and nearly identical air quality effects on Tribal land. (See
Chapter 4.)

1-17: As recommended by the commentor, text has been added to
Appendix A.6.1.

1-18: See responses to comments 1-11, 1-12, and 1-15.  A special pathways
analysis that addresses traditional Native American and Hispanic lifestyles
is provided in Section D.4.4 of the CMRR EIS.

1-19: As discussed in Section D.4.4, the CMRR EIS special pathways analysis is
based on the special pathways analysis performed during preparation of
the LANL SWEIS.  It includes ingestion of contaminated foods that would
be applicable to traditional Native American or Hispanic lifestyles.
Potential health impacts resulting from exposure to radiation are
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independent of the racial or ethnic origins of the exposed individual or
population.  NNSA knows of no credible method for evaluating radiological
health effects that are dependent on the race or ethnic origin of the receptor.

Commentor No. 1:  Pueblo De San Ildefonso, 
John Gonzales, Governor (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1
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Commentor No. 2:  United States Environmental Protection
Agency, Michael P. Jansky, P.E.

Response to Commentor No. 2

2-1 2-1: The NNSA acknowledges the EPA’s classification of the CMRR EIS and the
proposed action.

2-2: The NNSA acknowledges the request to send a copy of the Final CMRR
EIS to the Region 6 office at the same time it is filed with the EPA’s
Washington Office of Federal Activities; NNSA has provided a copy as
requested.

2-2
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Commentor No. 3:  United States Department of the Interior,
Stephen R. Spencer

Response to Commentor No. 3

3-1 3-1: The NNSA notes the commentor’s evaluation of  the CMRR EIS.
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Commentor No. 4:  State of New Mexico, Environment
Department, Ron Curry, Secretary

Response to Commentor No. 4
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4-1

4-2

Commentor No. 4:  State of New Mexico, Environment
Department, Ron Curry, Secretary (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 4

4-1: Although the DEIS did not specifically identify a lack of liquid radiological
waste monitoring at the existing CMR, the DEIS provides an estimate of
liquid low-level radioactive waste generated annually under current CMR
operations.  This same estimate has been added to the Final EIS as
bounding information regarding liquid low-level radioactive waste
generation at the proposed CMRR Facility.  (See the discussion of waste
management impacts in Section 4.3.11.1.)  Because some mission activities
that are currently restricted at the CMR Building would be pursued at
higher operations levels, some waste streams would be expected to increase
over current levels.  However, for liquid low-level radioactive waste
generation, rates are not expected to increase.  Operations levels at the
CMRR Facility are based on the level of CMR Building operations
identified in the Expanded Operations Alternative in the LANL SWEIS.
The SWEIS evaluated the impacts on waste generation, including the
RLWTF, of this expanded level of operations at the CMR Building. Waste
generation at the CMRR Facility would not be expected to exceed that
evaluated in the SWEIS.  More specific information regarding the
composition of the wastes is not available at this time.

4-2: Available information regarding CMR Building disposition generated waste
is included in the CMRR EIS in Section 4.7.2.  The exact volumes of
different waste types would be dependent upon decisions about the level
of building demolition pursued.  Further, as indicated in Section 2.7.7,
additional NEPA compliance review would be required when disposition of
the CMR Building has undergone more detailed planning in about 15 years.
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4-2
(Cont’d)

Commentor No. 4:  State of New Mexico, Environment
Department, Ron Curry, Secretary (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 4

4-3

4-4

4-5

4-3: The NNSA notes the State of New Mexico’s concerns regarding storm
water management for the new CMRR Facility.  As stated in Section 2.7
for all of the action alternatives considered, the design and operation of new
buildings would incorporate appropriate storm water management controls.
These controls would be included in the final design of the CMRR Facility,
including site landscaping practices.

4-4: Best available information is included in the CMRR EIS analyses.  The
administrative record for the CMRR EIS includes the data reports,
calculations, and other reference documentation used in analyzing
environmental impacts and against which the methods and environmental
impact indicators contained in Table A-8 and similar tables in the Appendix
were applied.  The NNSA is of the opinion that a comparison of individual
constituents and their regulatory levels is not necessary or meaningful for
inclusion in this table.

4-5: Prior to any decontamination and demolition activities at the existing CMR
Building, NNSA and the LANL contractor would undertake all necessary
actions, including any pertinent legal and regulatory requirements in effect
at that time.
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Commentor No. 4:  State of New Mexico, Environment
Department, Ron Curry, Secretary (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 4

4-6

4-8

4-9

4-7

4-10

4-11

4-6: See response 4-5.

4-7: The NNSA notes the commentor’s statements regarding preconstruction
investigations, remediation, work plans, investigation reports and waste
characterization needs.  NNSA will comply with all applicable state and
Federal laws and regulations if it goes forward with the CMRR Project.

4-8: The NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s statements regarding plugging
and abandonment of boreholes, wells and other such items, and necessary
reports at TA-55, and will comply with applicable state regulations.

4-9: The NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s statements regarding plugging
and abandonment of boreholes, wells and other such items, and necessary
reports at TA-3, and will comply with applicable state regulations.

4-10: The NNSA notes the commentor’s statements about the amounts of the
various possible waste steams that could be generated if one of the action
alternatives were implemented.  The CMRR EIS includes best available
information, as well as being bounding information, about the various
possible waste streams, as detailed information is not available.

4-11: The NNSA notes the commentor’s statements about the air emissions and
radioactive liquid waste volumes that could be generated if one of the
action alternatives were implemented.  The CMRR EIS includes the best
available information, as well as being bounding information, about the
various possible air emissions, as detailed information is not available.
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Commentor No. 4:  State of New Mexico, Environment
Department, Ron Curry, Secretary (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 4

4-11
(Cont’d)

4-12

4-13

4-14

4-15

4-16

4-12: The TA-6 proposed site is a suitable construction site.  The NNSA only
considered those sites at LANL where the CMRR Facility could
reasonably be constructed and operated in its EIS analyses.  Those areas
that were considered as possible sites due to favorable site physical
features were later  screened from further consideration if operational
constraints precluded their reasonable use for the Facility.  The CMRR EIS
includes a discussion of the site selection process in Chapter 2.6.3.

4-13: Section 3.5.1.3 discusses the relative distribution and frequency of
earthquakes, while Section 3.5.1.2 discusses LANL site stratigraphy
followed by a detailed discussion of structural geology and faulting.
Specifically, a detailed discussion of geologic mapping and associated
seismic investigations that have conducted by the LANL Seismic Hazards
Program and others relative to TA-3, TA-6, and TA-55 is included in the
last three paragraphs of Section 3.5.1.2 of the CMRR EIS.

4-14: Current compliance with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit specifications and DOE guidelines, with regards to
operation of the TA-50 RLWTF, is germane to a decision to construct and
operate a new CMRR Facility at LANL and is discussed in Section 3.6.1.

4-15: The definition cited for describing aquifers in the vicinity of LANL is
consistent with the three classes defined by the U.S. EPA in its Guidelines
for Groundwater Classification under the EPA Ground-Water Protection
Strategy (EPA 1986).  DOE commonly uses this terminology in providing a
general overview of groundwater resource potential around its sites using a
consistent methodology, especially when sites in multiple states are being
analyzed.  Consistent with the State of New Mexico’s groundwater
standards, the text has been revised to state: “All groundwater underlying
LANL and the vicinity having a total dissolved solids concentration of
10,000 milligrams per liter or less is considered a potential source of water
for domestic or other beneficial use (NMAC 20.6.2.3000).”

4-16: The NNSA notes the State of New Mexico’s detailed information about
Mortandad Canyon groundwater quality and perched groundwater
occurrences.  A general description of site hydrogeology and groundwater
quality is provided in Section 3.6.2 of the CMRR EIS.  The implementation
of any of the four CMRR Facility action alternatives would not be
expected to affect groundwater quality at LANL, since the proposed
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Commentor No. 4:  State of New Mexico, Environment
Department, Ron Curry, Secretary (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 4

4-16
(Cont’d)

4-17

4-18

4-19

4-20

facility would replace the physical building housing existing operations
rather than introduce an additional new facility and new operations to
LANL that could reasonably result in additive environmental impacts.
Therefore, the NNSA is of the opinion that no additional discussion of
existing groundwater contamination is necessary.

4-17: The NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s remarks about the treatment of
perchlorates present in groundwater within Mortandad Canyon.  As
further described in response to Comment 4-16, the implementation of any
of the four CMRR Facility action alternatives would not be expected to
have any additional impact on groundwater in Mortandad Canyon or
elsewhere at LANL.  The reactive barrier installed within Mortandad
Canyon, as noted by the commentor, has been in place less than a year.  If
effective, it would reduce contamination within the shallow alluvial aquifer.
Sampling has recently been initiated to determine the barrier’s
effectiveness; data is not yet conclusive.

4-18: The NNSA notes the commentor’s remarks about the human health
discussion provided in Chapter 3 of the CMRR EIS.  As discussed in
Sections 4.2.9, 4.3.9, 4.4.9, 4.5.9, and 4.6.9, hazardous chemicals were used
in the CMR Building would be stored and used in the new CMRR Facility.
Quantities of these chemicals would be below threshold quantities set by
the EPA (40 CFR 68).  The laboratory use of 10 to a few hundred milliliter
quantities of such chemicals that would actually be used would pose a
hazard only to involved workers under accident conditions and would not
result in appreciable releases to the atmosphere.  Volatile organic
compounds that could be released by construction vehicles and equipment
during any construction of new facilities would be of temporary duration
and would be typical of that expected during any building construction.
Risks from hazardous chemicals do not warrant the level of detail
requested.

4-19: The LANL SWEIS provides ecological resource impact information
regarding overall LANL operations.  The information provided in
Chapter 3 of the CMRR EIS reflects updated ecological setting information
including resource changes after the Cerro Grande Fire. The health of
wildlife in the area and vegetation at LANL is also reported each year in the
LANL Annual Surveillance Reports.  Impacts specific to the CMRR
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Commentor No. 4:  State of New Mexico, Environment
Department, Ron Curry, Secretary (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 4

4-21

4-22

Facility action alternatives is provided in Chapter 4, Sections 4.3 to 4.8, of
the CMRR EIS.

4-20: The NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s remarks about facility permits
that would be needed if the NNSA pursues one of the CMRR Facility
proposed action alternatives.  NNSA will comply with the listed laws and
all applicable regulations and permitting requirements in the event that one
of the action alternatives is selected for implementation.

4-21: The NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s remarks about dust control
measures and air quality permits being required for asphalt suppliers.

4-22: The NNSA acknowledges the commentor’s remarks about the need to meet
the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs)
for any CMRR Facility construction and operational activities.  NNSA
appreciates the offer of assistance from the New Mexico Air Quality
Bureau in determining and complying with regulations pertaining to
asbestos emissions.




